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those who can’t, who are going to im-
mediately go on the government assist-
ance programs? But this law is effec-
tively not being enforced. 

Senators GRASSLEY, HATCH, and ROB-
ERTS are ranking members on key com-
mittees, and I sent a letter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for an additional 3 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. So another question 
I asked was concerning the Depart-
ment’s goal to place more people on 
food stamps. Here is part of the ques-
tion from the letter: According to 
USDA, ‘‘only 72 percent of those eligi-
ble for SNAP benefits participated,’’ 
adding, ‘‘their communities lose out on 
the benefits provided by new SNAP dol-
lars flowing into local economies.’’ 

If USDA’s enrollment goals were 
reached, we asked, how many people 
would be receiving food stamps today? 
We have gone up dramatically; how 
many more would be of benefit? I 
would simply ask that question. 

I will ask him again on the Senate 
floor. How many millions more people 
would be on the Food Stamp Program 
if 100 percent of those qualified had en-
rolled? In 2011 USDA gave a recruit-
ment award, as I mentioned, for over-
coming ‘‘mountain pride.’’ They pro-
duced a pamphlet instructing their re-
cruiters on how to ‘‘overcome the word 
‘no.’ ’’ The USDA claims the chief ob-
stacle to recruitment is a ‘‘sense the 
benefits aren’t needed.’’ That is an ob-
stacle. 

USDA asserts that ‘‘everyone wins 
when eligible people take advantage of 
benefits to which they are entitled,’’ 
claiming that ‘‘each $5 in new SNAP 
benefits generates almost twice that 
amount in economic activity for the 
community.’’ 

Well, I guess we just ought to do it 
another fourfold. That would really 
make America prosperous. 

USDA produced a Spanish-language 
ad in which the main character is pres-
sured into accepting food stamps. 

This is what is on the video: The lady 
said, ‘‘I don’t need anyone’s help. My 
husband earns enough to take care of 
us.’’ Her friend mocks her and replies— 
this is the Department of Agriculture 
pitch—‘‘When are you going to learn?’’ 
Eventually, she gives in to her friends 
who are pressuring her and agrees to 
enroll. 

Is this the right approach for Amer-
ica? We need to work, to help people 
with pride, help people to assume their 
own independence, to be successful, 
take care of their own families and 
move them from dependence to inde-
pendence. That ought to be the funda-
mental goal of our system. It was the 
goal in the reform of 1996 in the welfare 
reform that worked very well. More 
people prospered, fewer people are in 
poverty, and more people are taking 
care of themselves. It really was a suc-

cess. We have been drifting back away 
from that. 

What I sense is when you ask ques-
tions about it, you are treated as some-
one who doesn’t care about people who 
are hungry, who do need our help. We 
want to help. All we are asking is, 
Can’t we do it better? Can’t we look 
back to the principles of independence, 
individual responsibility, and indi-
vidual pride that Americans have and 
nurture that and use that as a way to 
help reduce dependence in this coun-
try? So those are the things I wanted 
to share. 

I would just say this: The Secretary 
of Agriculture has the responsibility to 
answer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I don’t want to get in 
a fight with it, but, if necessary, I will 
use what ability I have in the Senate 
to insist that we get responses. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

TRANSACTION ACCOUNT GUAR-
ANTEE PROGRAM EXTENSION 
ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed on S. 3637, which the clerk will 
report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 554, S. 3637, a bill to tempo-
rarily extend the transaction account guar-
antee program, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 12:30 
p.m. will be equally divided and con-
trolled between the two leaders or 
their designees. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 

President, I would ask to speak as if in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SENATE RULES CHANGES 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, there has been much discus-
sion about the need to reform the Sen-
ate rules, and I have listened closely to 
the arguments against these changes 
by the other side. Today I rise to ad-
dress some of their concerns. My Re-
publican colleagues have made impas-
sioned statements in opposition to 
amending our rules at the beginning of 
the next Congress. They say the rules 
can only be changed with a two-thirds 
supermajority. They say any attempt 
to amend the rules by a simple major-
ity is breaking the rules to change the 
rules. This simply is not true. 

Repeating it every day on the Senate 
floor doesn’t make it true. The super-

majority requirement to change Senate 
rules is in direct conflict with the U.S. 
Constitution. The Constitution is very 
specific about when a supermajority is 
required and just as clearly when it 
isn’t required. 

Article I, section 5 of the Constitu-
tion States: 

Each House may determine the Rules of its 
Proceedings, punish its Members for dis-
orderly Behavior, and, with the Concurrence 
of two thirds, expel a Member. 

When the Framers require a super-
majority, they explicitly said so. For 
example, for expelling a Member. On 
all other matters, such as determining 
the Chamber’s rules, a majority re-
quirement is clearly implied. 

There have been three rulings by 
Vice Presidents sitting as President of 
the Senate. Sitting up where the Pre-
siding Officer is sitting, three Vice 
Presidents have sat there. And the 
meaning of article I, section 5, as it ap-
plies to the Senate, this is what they 
were interpreting. In 1957, Vice Presi-
dent Nixon ruled definitively, and I 
quote from his ruling: 

While the rules of the Senate have been 
continued from one Congress to another, the 
right of a current majority of the Senate at 
the beginning of a new Congress to adopt its 
own rules, stemming as it does from the Con-
stitution itself, cannot be restricted or lim-
ited by rules adopted by a majority of a pre-
vious Congress. Any provision of Senate 
rules adopted in a previous Congress, which 
has the expressed or practical effect of deny-
ing the majority of the Senate in a new Con-
gress the right to adopt the rules under 
which it desires to proceed is, in the opinion 
of the Chair, unconstitutional. 

That was Vice President Nixon. Vice 
Presidents Rockefeller and Humphrey 
made similar rulings at the beginning 
of later Congresses. 

I have heard many of my Republican 
colleagues quote Senator Robert Byrd’s 
last statement to the Senate Rules 
Committee. The Presiding Officer knew 
Senator Byrd well. He is from his State 
of West Virginia. Senator Byrd came to 
that Rules Committee. I was at that 
Rules Committee, and I was at the 
hearing where he appeared—and I have 
great respect for Senator Byrd. He was 
one of the great Senate historians. He 
loved this institution, but we should 
also consider Senator Byrd’s other 
statements and the steps he took as 
majority leader to reform this body. 

In 1979 it was argued that the rules 
could only be amended in accordance 
with the previous Senate rules. Major-
ity Leader Byrd said the following on 
the floor: 

There is no higher law, insofar as our Gov-
ernment is concerned, than the Constitution. 
The Senate rules are subordinate to the Con-
stitution of the United States. The Constitu-
tion in Article I, Section 5, says that each 
House shall determine the rules of its pro-
ceedings. Now we are at the beginning of 
Congress. This Congress is not obliged to be 
bound by the dead hand of the past. 

That was Senator Robert Byrd. This 
Congress is not obliged to be bound by 
the dead hand of the past. 

As Senator Byrd pointed out, the 
Constitution is clear. There is also a 
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